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ABSTRACT
This study was designed to examine the relationships among self-efficacy, team 
efficacy, and team performance in baseball. Team and self-efficacy questionnaires were 
given to 5 collegiate and 5 high school baseball teams. Official game statistics were 
factor analyzed to produce one offensive measure and one defensive measure. Overall, 
descriptive statistics demonstrated that players held high beliefs regarding their own and 
their teams abilities to perform successfully. The results of this study showed a high 
correlation between specific self-efficacy and the offensive performance measure. 
Therefore, self-efficacy was associated with offensive (hitting) success. There were no 




INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE
To execute the skills they have perfected effectively under intense competitive 
pressure, athletes must exercise control over the performance impairing effects of acute 
stressors, disruptive ideation (forming of ideas), discouraging slumps and setbacks, and 
vexing pain, which are part and parcel of grueling athletic activities (Bandura, 1997). A 
strong sense of efficacy (or confidence) has long been recognized in athletic circles as a 
key to optimal performance. Efficacy and confidence have been used to refer to the same 
construct and will be used interchangeably in this study. Researchers tend to use the term 
efficacy while practitioners (athletes, coaches, etc.) use the term confidence. Efficacy is 
the one psychological factor that most consistently differentiates successful from less 
successful elite athletes across a variety of sports (Highlen & Bennett, 1983; Mahoney, 
1979).
Self-efficacy is defined as one’s belief in one’s capabilities to produce given 
levels of performance (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy beliefs are not judgements about 
one’s skills, objectively speaking, but rather are judgements of what one can accomplish 
with those skills. There is little doubt that self efficacy is positively related to 
performance in sport (Moritz, Feltz, Fahrbach &, Mack, 2000). Generally the more 
efficacious a person is the better the performance.
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The relationship between self-efficacy and performance has been studied almost 
exclusively at the individual level despite the fact that in many sports individuals perform 
as members of a team rather than as an individual (Feltz, 1992). Researchers have 
suggested that the self-efficacy performance relationship can be extended from the 
individual level to the team level, where team efficacy is recognized as an important 
determinant of team performance. Team efficacy is defined as a group’s belief in their 
conjoint capabilities to produce given levels of attainment (Bandura, 1986, 1997). With 
respect to its difference from individual efficacy, self-efficacy is how individuals 
perceive themselves but not their team.
According to Bandura (1997) perceived collective efficacy is likely to influence 
how much effort players put forth together, their ability to remain perseverant and task 
oriented during periods when the team is struggling, and their capability to bounce back 
from wrenching defeats. Great teams have the efficacy to come from behind and win 
games. The elite teams will have the highest number of come from behind victories 
during a season. To perform come from behind victories, teams must have a strong sense 
of efficacy in their ability to play at their best in difficult situations. This means that 
when the game is on the line their level of play increases.
Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, and Zazanis (1995) hypothesized that highly efficacious 
teams should be more likely to persist in the face of collective difficulties and obstacles, 
and be willing to set more difficult challenges for the team. In addition, high collective 
efficacy should also facilitate a team’s responses to environmental stress, promote 
persistence and perseverance in the face of significant demands, and may be linked to 
greater readiness for risk taking. The bottom line with respect to collective efficacy is
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that highly efficacious teams should perform better and persist longer than teams having 
lower collective efficacy (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998; George & Feltz, 1995; Zaccaro et al., 
1995).
The majority of baseball coaches recognize that confidence is a major key to a 
baseball player’s ability to play well. As a coach you want players that have a little 
“swagger” in their step. That swagger says, “I am good” and “you are going to have to 
play great to beat me.” Confidence will allow the player to forget a bad outing in which 
they did not perform well. The player will look to the next game and do a good job. It is 
easily seen if a players has this confidence. You can see it in the way they react to 
failure. The confident player will not draw attention to himself or herself by getting 
angry, acting like they have been slighted somehow by fate. They will just walk away 
and show very little emotion. This behavior can be attributed to the ability to forget 
quickly.
Athletes must develop the efficacy to cope adaptively with failure because it is 
visited upon them unmercifully often (Bandura, 1997). People can better rid themselves 
of disruptive thinking by concentrating their attention on the task at hand. In athletes, 
weak efficacy heightens vulnerability to adversity and the player will get down on 
themselves, brood over mistakes, and conjure up mistakes that haven’t even happened. 
There are countless athletes who have the best of physical mechanics, but quickly lose 
their effectiveness in tough situations because they cannot handle the pressure. Efficacy 
beliefs play an influential role both in development of motor skills and in how well they 
are executed under different circumstances.
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Baseball coaches need to know if the player’s self-efficacy or the team’s efficacy 
is more important in enhancing performance. Coaches are always looking for ways to 
win, and they need to learn hew players think. It has already been shown that teams in 
sports such as football (Myers, Short, & Feltz, 2003) hockey (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998), and 
basketball (Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 2001) are a better predictor of performance than 
self-efficacy.
There has been a limited amount of research published on collective efficacy in 
sport. Three studies have been published (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998; Myers, Short, & Feltz, 
2003; Watson et al., 2001). Feltz and Lirgg (1998) were interested in determining the 
relative predictiveness on team performance for aggregated team member’s collective 
efficacy beliefs and aggregated self-efficacy beliefs. In their study they examined self- 
efficacy and collective efficacy in a field setting over the course of a season. They 
assessed individual (player) and team efficacies of collegiate hockey players. Six teams 
were given surveys prior to each game. The surveys were given 24 hours before each 
game and they contained questions regarding player efficacy and team efficacy. Game 
statistics were obtained after each game so that a team performance measure could be 
developed. Findings supported the hypothesis that team efficacy beliefs were stronger 
predictors of team performance than were player efficacy beliefs. In addition, the 
researchers also found that past team performance affected team efficacy beliefs to a 
greater extent than player efficacy beliefs. Team victories increased team efficacy and 
team defeats decreased team efficacy to a greater extent than player efficacy beliefs.
In a similar study Myers, Short, and Feltz (2003) examined the influence of 
efficacy beliefs on offensive performance and the reciprocal relationship between
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collective efficacy and offensive performance in America football. Over a season of 
competition one hundred and ninety seven football players from 10 teams were given 
self-efficacy and team efficacy measures prior to 8 games. Measures were used to assess 
whether team efficacy beliefs were a stronger predictor of team performance than were 
player efficacy beliefs. The results of this study found that team efficacy beliefs were a 
stronger predictor of team passing performance than player efficacy beliefs. Team 
efficacy beliefs were affected positively by wins and negatively by loses, but self- 
efficacy changed very little. The reciprocal relationship between collective efficacy and 
passing performance was also shown.
In their study, Watson, Chemers, and Preiser (2001) found that collective efficacy 
judgements at the beginning of the season predicted later collective efficacy beliefs and 
overall team performance at season’s end in basketball. Self-efficacy and the personality 
variables played more of a role in shaping collective efficacy beliefs at the beginning of 
the season than did group composition variables. The relationship between self-efficacy 
and collective efficacy depended on the average self-efficacy of the team. Players 
surrounded by team members, who were as efficacious as they believed themselves, 
judged their collective efficacy to be high. The opposite was true when a player with 
high efficacy was surrounded by players perceived as low in efficacy. They judged their 
efficacy as being low. This finding is importan 'ecause, according to Bandura (1997) a 
highly gifted athlete will raise the level of efficacy of a lower skilled athlete.
So far all the research on the relationship between collective efficacy and 
performance has been done with teams that have a lot of interaction with teammates. 
What about baseball? Fielding would be a facet of the game where you depend on
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teammates. However, when hitting are you depending on your teammates? The 
differences in the degree of interaction in baseball are the reason this sport was chosen 
for this study. Baseball is very close to being an individual sport at times but there are 
too many ways teammates depend on each other to win. If yon pitch, you need to have 
someone to pick up the ball. If you field, you need someone to throw the ball to.
Baseball is a sport where people can take over a game and make an impact but no one 
player has ever won a game by himself. Baseball is also a game not dominated by the 
clock. There is no re-entry in the game of baseball, and it seems as though there is a lot 
more down time where a player doesn’t have to be focused for long periods of time. 
There is always a one on one battle between the pitcher and hitter. These are a few of the 
unique features the game of baseball provides.
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship among self-efficacy, 
team efficacy, and performance in baseball. Based on theory and past research it was 
expected that team efficacy would be the strongest predictor of team performance 
compared to self-efficacy. In other sports such football, hockey, and basketball 
researchers have shown that team efficacy was the strongest predictor of team success.
The results of this study will help coaches develop efficacy with their team.
There are tactics that will help a coach improve the team efficacy and or the self-efficacy 
beliefs of the players. First, however, we need to know if we should focus our attention 





Participants were 133 baseball players from 5 NCAA schools in North Dakota, 
Minnesota, and Indiana (University of North Dakota, University of Minnesota Crookston, 
Bemidji State, Bethany Lutheran, and Grace College) and 5 high school teams from 
North Dakota and Minnesota (Red River, Central, West Fargo, Sacred Heart, and 
Thompson). There were 70 college players and 63 high school players. All were males 
between the ages of 15-24 years (M -  18.59, SD = 2.12). Most of the participants were 
sophomores (n -  37; 27.8%), followed by 36 seniors (27.1%), 32 freshman (24.1%), and 
27 juniors (20.3%). They had been on their team for an average of 2.31 years (SD =
1.09). The athletes had played baseball on average of 12.67 years (SD = 3.01). Sixty- 
eight percent of the sample was starters (n = 90). All positions were represented except 
for pitchers. Pitchers were eliminated from this study because of the unique position they 
play, which would have lead to a need for a unique player efficacy questionnaire.
Measures
Self-efficacy
Two self-efficacy measures were used in this study. The first measure was a 
hitting self-efficacy measure developed by George (1994; see Appendix A). This 
measure consists of 18 items. Participants rate their confidence in their ability to perform
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hitting tasks during a game using a 100-point scale that is anchored by 0 (very uncertain) 
and 100 {very certain). Hitting tasks included: putting the ball in play, driving in a runner 
from second base, laying down a sacrifice bunt, hitting a sacrifice, executing a hit and 
run, driving in the winning run, and laying down a suicide squeeze. For each team 
various scenarios were presented (i.e. early to last innings) to make the measure 
hierarchical (Bandura, 1986).
The second self-efficacy measure was developed specifically for this study (see 
Appendix B). An analysis of the competence areas for collegiate baseball was 
performed. From this analysis, a questionnaire was developed that assessed eight 
competency areas. Participants rated their confidence in their ability to do specific 
baseball tasks using 0 {not at all confident) to 9 {extremely confident). Tasks included 
your ability to score runs, to score runs when hitting poorly, to reach base, to advance 
runners, to perform with fewer errors than the opposing team, to steal bases, and to knock 
in runners. Eight coaches and players in the field of baseball helped to develop this 
survey. Three of the experts were collegiate baseball coaches and the others have all 
played baseball at various levels from high school to professional. The items on this 
questionnaire were designed to see how confident the players were in their ability to play 
baseball. It is referred to as the specific self-efficacy measure.
Collective Efficacy
Two collective efficacy measures were also used in this study. The Collective 
Efficacy Scale for Sport (CEQS; Short, Sullivan & Feltz, 2003; see Appendix C) is a 20 
item questionnaire with 4 items each representing the 5 subscales of ability, effort, 
persistence, preparation, and unity. When responding, participants rate their degree of
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confidence using a 9 point scale where 0 (not at all confident) and 9 (extremely 
confident). Subscale scores for the CEQS can range from 0 to 36, where higher values 
indicate higher efficacy.
All items in the CEQS start with the stem “Rate your team’s confidence, in terms 
of the upcoming competition, that your team has the ability to.. Examples of items 
from the subscales are as follows: from ability “to outplay the opposing team;” from 
effort: “to demonstrate a strong work ethic;” from persistence: “to perform under 
pressure;” from preparation: “to be personally prepared;” and from unity: “...maintain 
effective communication.” The CEQS has demonstrated adequate factorial validity and 
internal consistency (see Short et al., 2002). This measure was considered to be the 
general team efficacy measure.
The second collective efficacy questionnaire (see Appendix D) measure was 
designed to measure a team’s belief in its abilities to perform certain baseball skills 
during a game. Based on an analysis of the competency areas for collegiate baseball, a 
questionnaire was developed to assess eight competency areas. The areas were: scoring 
runs, scoring runs when hitting poorly, reaching base, advancing runners, reaching hit 
balls, performing with fewer errors than the opposing team, stealing bases, and knocking 
in runners. This measure was the same as the self-efficacy questionnaire but the 
questions refer to the team’s ability and not an individual’s ability. It is referred to as the 
specific team confidence measure.
Performance
To assess performance, the following game statistics were gathered: runs scored, 
runs batted in, batting average, on base percentage, fielding percentage, and errors.
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These statistics were selected because they show how well a team is playing on offense 
and defense. Game statistics were collected for the 3 games after the participants 
completed the questionnaires.
Procedure
Approval to conduct this study (see Appendix E) was granted by the Institutional 
Review Board at the University of North Dakota. A verbal explanation of the study was 
presented to all players, and informed consent was obtained from those players (see 
Appendix F) who volunteered to participate. Parental permission (see Appendix G) was 
obtained from those participants under 18 years of age (i.e., parents signed the consent 
form in addition to the player). Each athlete completed the specific self-efficacy 
measure, the hitting self-efficacy measure, the general collective efficacy measure and 
the specific collective efficacy measure. A background questionnaire was given at the 
end of the survey (see Appendix H). Questionnaires were administered in a random 
order. Completing the questionnaires took each athlete approximately 30 minutes. 
Players completed the questionnaires 24 hours before game time. The coaches of each 
team gave out the questionnaires and at the beginning of the season received an 
instruction sheet (see Appendix I). After completion of the surveys the questionnaires 
were handed to the coach and placed in a folder, and mailed to the investigator. 
Performance measures were computed from the official game statistics for the three 




The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among self-efficacy, 
team efficacy, and performance in basebad. It was hypothesized that team efficacy 
would be a better predictor of performance in baseball games than self-efficacy. This 
study was completed using team efficacy and self-efficacy questionnaires that were 
answered by collegiate and high school baseball teams in the Spring of 2003. Game 
statistics were obtained for the three games after the survey was completed. This chapter 
presents the results.
Scale Reliabilities
Cronbach’s (1951) Alpha coefficient was used to determine the reliability of each 
measure. A minimum acceptable criterion was set at .70 as suggested by Nunnally 
(1978). The Alpha for the total CEQS was .97, which is very high. Alphas for the five 
subscales were also excellent: ability (.93), efficacy (.87), persistence (.88), preparation 
(.92), and unity (.88). The Alpha for the other questionnaires were also acceptable: 
specific team efficacy (.95), specific self-efficacy (.87), and hitting self-efficacy (.95). 
These values demonstrate that all measures used in this study were reliable.
Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics for all measures are presented in Table 1. Consistent with 
other team efficacy research (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998; Myers, Short, & Feltz, 2003),
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individual level responses were aggregated to the team level. Therefore, all descriptive 
statistics are reported using team means. Team means for general team efficacy ranged 
from 5.38 to 8.30 and from 5.43 to 8.27 for specific team efficacy. Hitting self-efficacy 
team means ranged from 5.89 to 8.14 and from 5.77 to 8.03 for specific self-efficacy. 
Overall, team means were all 7.0 or above, which indicates that the teams were fairly 
confident on average. There were no differences between high school and college teams 
on any of the variables (performance and efficacy measures).
With respect to the performance measures, individual and team statistics were 
obtained from coaches for three games after the surveys were completed. For all of the 
performance measures (runs scored, runs batted in, on base percentage, batting average, 
team fielding percentage, and team errors) higher values indicated better performance, 
except for team errors. To be consistent, this variable was negatively scored. Like other 
research using the sports of hockey (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998) and football (Myers, Short, & 
Feltz, 2003), it was desirable to reduce these game statistics to develop a performance 
measure that was most reflective of baseball performance. A factor analysis was 
conducted on the performance measures using principal-axis factor analysis with varimax 
rotation. The analysis used the team-level statistics from each game resulting in an n of 
30, which satisfies the 5:1 ratio of data to variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). This 
analysis produced two factors with eigen values greater than 1.00 (i.e., 3.62, 1.77) and it 
accounted for 89% of the variance in performance scores. The first factor was labeled 
“offense” and it accounted for 60.39% of the variance. It consisted of runs scored, runs 
batted in, batting average, and on base percentage. The second measure accounted for
12


















Aid 13 6.33 1.11 7.66 1.03 6.49 1.13 6.46 1.12 -.99 .32
Bad 16 7.09 .82 7.82 1.23 7.85 .84 7.86 .83 -.26 .15
C » c 13 6.95 1.01 7.77 1.33 7.17 1.07 7.23 .97 -.12 ■ to to
Dad 12 5.77 1.66 7.07 1.20 5.43 1.75 5.38 1.70 -.41 .05
E‘c 14 7.37 .72 7.99 .72 7.51 .77 7.54 .79 .08 .08
f m 10 8.03 .86 8.14 1.19 8.27 .62 8.30 .60 .98 -.18
QbC 15 6.54 1.13 5.89 2.25 5.60 1.26 5.55 1.28 -.36 -.22
Hbd 10 7.08 1.59 7.14 1.91 8.06 .57 8.05 .58 -.12 -.08
I1* 10 7.34 1.06 7.60 1.41 7.38 .94 7.35 .96 1.31 -.2.40
Jb 16 7.60 .45 7.70 1.30 7.88 .63 7.87 .62 .75 .73
Total 129 7.00 1.19 7.51 1.46 7.20 1.36 7.16 1.38 .09 -.17
Note, “a” indicates college teams, and “b” indicates high school teams, “c” shows teams with a post-season 
record above .500, and “d” shows teams with a post-season record below .500.
29.53% of the variance and consisted of the other game statistics- team fielding
percentage and team errors -  and was called defense. Factor scores were computed from
the factors using the regression method procedure in SPSS FACTOR and used as the
measures of performance in the subsequent analyses. The three factor scores from each
team for each game were averaged together so that each team had one offense
performance score and one defense score.
13
Correlational Analyses
Correlations among the CEQS total score and subscale scores were very high: 
ability (.92), effort (.94), persistence (.96), preparation (.95), and unity (.89) (see Table 
2). These high correlations indicate that a number of the subscales were redundant wit!' 
each other. That is, they shared on average approximately 81% of their variance. 
Therefore only the total CEQS scores were used in the subsequent analyses.
Table 2. Correlations Among CEQS Subscales.
Scale Ability Effort Persistence Preparation Jnity
Ability 1.00
Effort 0.81 1.00
Persistence 0.87 0.90 1.00
Preparation 0.87 0.90 0.90 1.00
Unity 0.74 0.81 0.86 0.79 1.00
Total CEQS 0.92 0.94 0.96 0.95 0.89
Note: All correlations are significant atp = .01.
Correlations were examined among the self-efficacy and team efficacy measures 
(see Table 3). There was a very high correlation between specific team efficacy and 
general team efficacy, specific team efficacy and specific self-efficacy, and between 
general team efficacy and specific self-efficacy. There was a moderate correlation 
between general team-efficacy and hitting self-efficacy, specific team-efficacy and hitting 
self-efficacy, and hitting self-efficacy and specific self-efficacy.
14












General Team Efficacy 1.00
Specific Team Efficacy 1.0** 1.00
Specific Self Efficacy 0.88** 0.88** 1.00
Hitting Self Efficacy 0.70* 0.70* 0.56 1.00
Offense 0.55 0.56 0.77** 0.36 1.00
Defense -0.01 -0.01 -0.14 0.04 -0.54 1.00
Note: ** indicates significance at p = .01 and * indicates significance at p = .05
Correlations were also examined between the efficacy and performance measures. 
Offensive correlations ranged from fairly high for offense and specific self-efficacy to 
moderate between offense and general team efficacy and offense and specific team 
efficacy. The lowest correlation was between offense and hitting self-efficacy. Using the 
defense performance measure, no significant correlations were found between any of the 
efficacy measures (general team efficacy, specific team efficacy, self-efficacy, and hitting 
self-efficacy).
The correlations were used to determine which measures could be used in a 
regression analysis to predict offense and defensive performance. The high correlations 
between many of the efficacy measures showed signs of multicollinearity (Tabachnik & 
Fidell, 2001). Given that there were only 10 teams used in this study, and regression 
analysis are dependent on a minimum of 5 rases per predictor, only 2 predictors could be
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used and the correlation between these predictors should be .70 or lower. One self- 
efficacy and one team efficacy measure was needed. Two “pairs” were used: specific 
team efficacy and hitting self-efficacy and general team efficacy and hitting self-efficacy. 
The first regression analysis showed that when hitting self-efficacy and specific team 
efficacy were used to predict offense and defensive performance, neither of the efficacy 
measures were statistically significant. The same result was found when general team 




The primary purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among self- 
efficacy, team efficacy, and team performance in baseball. Studies have been conducted 
in football (Myers, Short, & Feltz, 2003), hockey (Feltz & Lirgg, 1998), and basketball 
(Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 2001), and these studies have shown that high interaction 
sports need high team efficacy to be successful. Baseball is a game that varies in 
interaction. On fhe low end of the continuem the tasks of hitting, base running, and 
fielding a baseball require little interaction among team members. Tasks that require 
high interaction like scoring runs, throwing and catching need to have multiple players 
working together to be successful. This study was designed to find out if self-efficacy or 
team efficacy was a greater predictor of offensive and defensive performance in baseball.
The results of this study showed a high correlation between specific self-efficacy 
and the offensive performance measure. Therefore, self-efficacy was associated with 
offensive (hitting) success. Baseball players need a higher degree of self-efficacy to be 
successful because in this situation because it is just a one-on-one between the batter and 
the pitcher. This means that when a player steps to the plate to hit he is depending on 
himself to be successful and not his teammates. This argument is bolstered by the lack of 
significant correlation between either of the collective efficacy measures and the 
offensive performance measure. When a person is in the batters box hitting it is between
17
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him/her and the pitcher. N o one else has control o f  his/her bat, Coaches Can giYC a 
person a bunt sign or a hit and run but ultimately it is the player and the pitcher 
competing against each other. There are situations in a baseball game that force a person 
to sacrifice his/her at bat for the benefit of the team, but this was not specifically looked 
at during this study. Yogi Berra (hall of fame baseball player) once said, “baseball is a 
game 90% mental and 10% physical” this sentence/phrase means that if a person is 
mentally strong and confident in his/her behavior he/she will hit better. If team 
confidence is low in the ability of their teammates to knock in runners the baseball team 
cannot be successful. No one person can win a baseball game by him/her self. Players 
can greatly influence the outcome of a game but they cannot win a game by themselves.
The positive relationship hypothesized between team efficacy and the defensive 
performance measure was not found in this study. There were no significant correlations 
between team defense and any of the self or team efficacy measures. The reason for this 
finding might be due to the sport of baseball itself. With respect to the nature of baseball 
consider this scenario: a ball is hit and the first thing a player needs to do is catch the ball. 
Next the player has to throw the ball to the correct base (person) to make an out for the 
opposing team. Each skill in baseball is first dependent on the individual player and then 
turns into a team game with high interaction. Given this situation, it would seem that 
self-efficacy may be more important to defensive performance than team efficacy. In 
fact, the largest correlation between defensive performance was with self-efficacy.
Team efficacy means ranged from moderate to very high with most means in the 
high range with a “very confident” anchor. In this study there were five highly skilled 
teams and five low skilled teams that probably influenced the large range of scores (see
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Table 1). Skill level was determined by won loss record at the end of the season (whether 
they were above or below .500 at the end of the season). The lower skilled teams in this 
study displayed very low means for general team efficacy and hitting self-efficacy. 
Specific team efficacy levels did not vary as much. The three teams with the statistically 
worst record on the season had a specific team efficacy mean of 5.80. The three teams 
with the best records averaged a specific team efficacy mean of 7.80. Self-efficacy 
means were averaged to 6.20 for the three teams with the worst record and 7.36 for the 
three teams with the best record. The more successful teams had higher efficacy values 
than did the teams with very little success. The moderate scores were taken from teams 
with very few wins and a history of poor performance. Three of the teams chosen for this 
study have had 5 or more losing seasons in a row and it can be very hard to keep a 
positive attitude while losing. The perception an athlete has coming into a losing 
program is that they will help turn around the losing team but until that happens they will 
have little confidence in their teammates (Bandura, 1997).
The average team efficacy score was quite high and the self-efficacy means 
ranged a little lower with most scores in the middle of the spectrum. The teams involved 
in this study varied from high in wins to few wins. In almost every case team and self- 
efficacy scores reflect the amount of wins that team had. The teams with the most 
victories held the highest mean in four out of the five self-confidence scores, hitting 
confidence scores, specific team confidence and general team confidence scores.
According to the efficacy theory, there are 7 sources of efficacy information 
(Bandura, 1997; Zaccaro et a l, 1995). A “source” refers to a thing from which 
something originates. Of these sources, performance accomplishments are considered to
19
be most influential because they are based on one’s mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997) 
If one has viewed experiences as successes, self-efficacy beliefs will increase; if these 
experiences are viewed as failures, self-efficacy beliefs will decrease. The influence of 
past performance experience on self efficacy beliefs also depends on the perceived 
difficulty of the performance, the effort expended, the amount of guidance received, the 
temporal pattern of success and failure, and the individual’s conception of a particular 
“ability” as a skill that can be acquired versus an inherent aptitude (Bandura, 1986). 
Johnston (1967) reasoned that it is easier for a team member to assess the performance 
accomplishments of the team as a whole than it is to assess one’s own contributions to 
team performance, because team accomplishments are more apparent than the individual 
in a team context. It would stand to reason that wins and loses would play a part in team 
efficacy more than it would for self- efficacy. In this study we found the teams with the 
lowest mean scores on the measures scored lower on team efficacy than on self- efficacy.
The finding that self-efficacy or team efficacy did not predict performance can be 
explained by the fact that there are a number of other variables that can influence 
performance. For example, physical skill level of the players. Some games coaches can 
see how dominant a team is due to the ability team has. Other times coaches can see 
teams that have less talent but they are hard workers and they use every ounce of talent. 
Coaching can also play a large part in a team’s ability to be successful. If the coach does 
not put players in a situation they can be successful in, the team will not succeed. Over 
and over in sports good coaches will field winning teams. These teams do not always 
have the best talent, but the coach get the players to believe in themselves and their
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teammates and they will do the “little things” (bunting, hit and run, hitting behind the 
runners) to win a ballgame.
It is important to look at past studies that have shown males to think more highly 
of themselves than they should. Past research has shown gender differences related to 
efficacy beliefs (e.g., Lenney, 1977; Lirgg, 1991). Some of the high efficacy scores 
found in this study may be related to this fact. Some of the teams chosen in this study 
were consistently winners and ther e is an expectation of them doing well in their 
program. The problem with having high efficacy scores is that researchers really don’t 
get to see the different confidence levels in each team. In past studies (Feltz & Lirgg, 
1998) there have been a lot of highly efficacious people on each team and this study has 
followed this trend. On the flip side there are a few programs that have not seen success 
in the last ten years and some of the scores given might be low due to the environment of 
the team and the expectations of how they will play. Even teams that did poorly still had 
moderate to high rankings of team and individual efficacy.
Conclusion
In conclusion, self-efficacy was found to correlate with offensive (hitting) 
success. When players are in the batters box in a one on one situation they need to have a 
high degree of efficacy to be successful against the pitcher. Future research should look 
further into breaking down baseball into individual and team aspects to see if the different 
parts (scoring runs, catching and throwing) individual efficacy to be and if other parts 
need team efficacy to be successful. In addition, like previous research (i.e., the hockey 
study done by Feltz & Lirgg, 1998), pitchers were excluded from this study due to the 
unique position that they play (goalies were excluded in the hockey study). Future
21
research in this area should compare the relationship among self-efficacy, team efficacy 
and performance between pitchers and other positions to see if their perceptions reflect 





Instructions: Please indicate how certain you are o f your ability to perform the following hitting tasks 
in tomorrow’s game by circling a rating.
Very uncertain Somewhatcertain Very certain
Put the ball in play 1 time in 4 at- 
bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Put the ball in play 2 times in 4 at- 
bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Put the ball in play 3 times in 4 at- 
bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Put the ball in play 4 times in 4 at- 
bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Drive in a runner from 2nd base 1 
time in 4 at-bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Drive in a runner from 2nti base 2 
times in 4 at-bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Drive in a runner from 2nd base 3 
times in 4 at-bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Drive in a runner from 2nd base 4 
times in 4 at-bats 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Lay down a sacrifice bunt in the 1st, 
2 , or 3rd inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Lay down a sacrifice bunt in the 
last inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Hit a sacrifice fly in the 1st, 2nd, or 
3 rd inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Hit a sacrifice fly in the last inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Execute a hit-and-run in the 1st, 2nd, 
or 3rd inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Execute a hit-and-run in the last 
inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Drive in the winning run with 0-1 
outs in the last inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Drive in the winning run with 2 
outs in the last inning 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Lay down a suicide squeeze bunt in 
the early innings of a tie game 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Lay down a suicide squeeze bunt in 




Instructions: Answer each question by circling the appropriate response. 
Rate your confidence, in terms of the upcoming competition, that...




1. You have the ability to score runs..............
2. You have the ability to score runs
even when hitting poorly...............................
3. You have the ability to reach base................
4. You have the ability to advance runners ....
5. You have the ability to reach hit ba lls.........
6. You have the ability to perform with fewer
errors than the opposing team members......
7. You have the ability to steal bases................
8. You have the ability to knock in runners ....
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Instructions: Answer these questions by circling the appropriate response using the same scale 
as
above.




9. I believe I perform my role on this team well
10. I can execute my role
on this team w e ll...............................................
11. I believe I am a better player in baseball
than most others................................................
12. Iam confident in my ability to
play baseball w e ll..............................................
13.1 could play my role on this team effectively 
under any adverse circumstance.....................
14. I can maintain my level of play in
important gam es................................................
15. When personally challenged in this sport,
I can rise to the occasion.................................
16. Down the stretch, I can still perform
my role effectively.............................................
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  




Instructions: Team confidence refers a team’s shared belief in its abilities to perform 
certain team skills during a competition. Rate your team’s confidence below in terms of 
your upcoming. Circle your answer.
Rate your team’s confidence, in terms of the upcoming 
competition, that...
Not at all Extremely 
Confident Confident
3. Your team has the ability to outplay the opposing team..............................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
4. Your team has the ability to resolve conflicts...............................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
5. Your team has the ability to perform under pressure...................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
6. Your team has the ability to be ready.............................................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
7. Your team has the ability to show more ability than other team.................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
8. Your team has the ability to be united............................................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
9. Your team has the ability to persist when obstacles are present..................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10. Your team has the ability to demonstrate a strong work ethic.....................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
9. Your team has the ability to stay in the game when it seems like your team
isn’t getting any breaks....................................................................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
7. Your team has the ability to play to it’s capabilities....................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
8. Your team has the ability to play well without your best player.................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
9. Your team has the ability to mentally prepare for this game........................................ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10. Your team has the ability to keep a positive attitude....................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
11. Your team has the ability to play more skillfully than the opponent...........................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
12. Your team has the ability to perform better than the opposing team........................... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
13. Your team has the ability to show enthusiasm .............................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
14. Your team has the ability to overcome distractions....................................................... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
15. Your team has the ability to physically prepare for this game....................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
16. Your team has the ability to devise a successftil strategy.............................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
17. Your team has the ability to maintain effective communication.................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
18. Your team has the ability to successfully coordinate among team members.............  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
19. Your team has the ability to work together...................................................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
20. Your team has the ability to successfully follow the team’s game plan...................... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
21. Your team has the ability to respond appropriately to unexpected situations............ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
22. Your team has the ability to maintain the team’s poise, even when things go wrong 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
23. Your team has the ability to perform effectively........................................................... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
24. Your team has the ability to communicate well with each other.................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
25. Your team has the ability to effectively adjust to any adverse situation..................... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
29. Your team has the ability to make proper changes in the team’s game plan
if necessary........................................................................................................................ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
9. Your team has the ability to cooperate well with each other........................................ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10. Your team has the ability to provide moral support for team mates............................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
11. Your team has the ability to perform better than most other teams.............................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9




Instructions: Team confidence refers a team’s shared belief in its abilities to perform 
certain team skills during a game. Rate your team’s confidence below in terms of your 
upcoming game. Circle your answer.
Rate your team’s confidence, in terms of the upcoming 
competition, that...
Not at all Extremely
Confident Confident
11. Your team has the ability to score runs........................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
12. Your team has the ability to score runs
even when hitting poorly.............................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
26. Your team has the ability to reach base.....................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
27. Your team has the ability to advance runners............. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
28. Your team has the ability to reach hit balls................. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
29. Your team has the ability to perform with fewer
errors than the opposing team......................................  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
12. Your team has the ability to steal bases...................... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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Principal Investigator: Ryan C. Sturm, University of North Dakota, (701) 777-9733,
rsturml l@yahoo.com. Student Advisor, Sandra Short, University ofNorth Dakota, (701) 777-4324
You are being asked to participate in this study as part of an authorized research program at the University 
ofNorth Dakota, under the supervision of Ryan Sturm
Purpose of Research: The primary purpose of this investigation is to develop a questionnaire that can be 
used to successfully measure how confident a team is, and to determine if baseball is a sport based on team 
or individual efficacy.
What you will be asked to do in this study: You will be asked to complete four questionnaires. The 
questionnaires will be given at the same time. Two questionnaires assess your self-confidence concerning 
baseball skills, and the other two assess your confidence in your team. All you need to do is to circle a 
number that corresponds to your answers. If you have any questions about the research project and/or your 
rights as a volunteer participant, please feel free to ask. Completing the questionnaires should take less than 
30 minutes.
Potential Risk: There is no physical, emotional, or financial risks involved in completing this 
questionnaire. Your responses will be kept confidential throughout the process.
Confidentiality: Your data and answers will remain confidential. Your identity will be withheld from data 
files, sheets, and analyses because a number coding system will be used. Only grouped data will be 
reported in any future publication. The data will be retained for a period of 3 years following completion 
of this study in a locked container in the PEXS office. Any information that is obtained in connection with 
this study and that can be identified with you v/ill remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your 
permission.
Voluntary Participation: Your decision whether to participate will not change your relationship with 
your coach or sport team. If you decide to participate, you have the right to discontinue participation at any 
time.
Whom To contact if you have questions about the study:. The investigator is available to answer any 
questions you have concerning this project. In addition, you are encouraged to ask any questions 
concerning this program that you may have in the future.
Project Title: Confidence Beliefs in Baseball
Questions may be asked by calling: Ryan C. Sturm, Department of Physical Education and Exercise 
Science, University ofNorth Dakota (701) 777-2352, rsturm 11 @vahoo.com. If you have any other 
questions or concerns, please call the Office of Research and Program Development at 777-4279.
If requested you can have a copy of this form.
Agreement: All of my questions have been answered and I am encouraged to ask any questions that I may 






Principal Investigator: Ryan C. Sturm, University of North Dakota, (701) 777-9733, 
rsturml l@yahoo.com
Your child is being asked to participate in this study as part of an authorized research program at the 
University of North Dakota, under the supervision of Ryan Sturm
Purpose of Research: The primary purpose of this investigation is to develop a questionnaire that can be 
used to sucessfully measure how confident a team is, and to determine if baseball is a sport based on team 
or individual efficacy.
What you will be asked to do in this study: Your child will be asked to complete four questionnaires. The 
questionnaires will be given at the same time. Two questionnaires assess your self-confidence concerning 
baseball skills, and the other two assess your confidence in your team. All you need to do is to circle a 
number that corresponds to your answers. If you have any questions about the research project and/or your 
rights as a volunteer participant, please feel free to ask. Completing the questionnaires should take less than 
30 minutes.
Potential Risk: There are no physical, emotional, or financial risks involved in completing this 
questionnaire. Your responses will be kept confidential throughout the process.
Confidentiality: Your child’s data and answers will remain confidential. Your child’s identity will be 
withheld from data files, sheets, and analyses because a number coding system will be used. Only grouped 
data will be reported in any future publication. The data will be retained for a period of 3 years following 
completion of this study. Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be 
identified with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission.
Voluntary Participation: Your child’s decision whether to participate will not change your relationship 
with your coach or sport team. If you decide to participate, you have the right to discontinue participation 
at any time.
Whom To contact if you have questions about the study:. The investigator is available to answer any 
questions you have concerning this project. In addition, you are encouraged to ask any questions 
concerning this program that you may have in the future.
Project Title: Confidence Beliefs in Baseball
Questions may be asked by calling: Ryan C. Sturm, Department of Physical Education and Exercise 
Science, University of North Dakota (701) 777-2352, rsturm I l@vahoo.com. If you have any other 
questions or concerns, please call the Office of Research and Program Development at 777-4279.
If requested you can have a copy of this form.
Agreement: All of my questions have been answered and I am encouraged to ask any questions that I may 
have concerning this study in the future. I have read all of the above and willingly agree to allow my child 





BACKGROUND QUESTIONS FOR ATHLETES
1. Age:_________years
2. Which one best describes you (circle): a. Freshman b. Sophomore c. Junior d. Senior
3. How long have you been on this team?__________
4. How long have you been playing this sport?_________
5. What position do you play?______________
6. Are you a “starter” or “non-starter?”(circle) STARTER NON STARTER DON’T 
KNOW
7. Did you play more than 50% of each game last season? (circle) YES NO
8. What are some of the reasons WHY you gave the ratings you did on the SELF- 
CONFIDENCE questionnaires?







To refresh your memory, my name is Ryan Sturm and I am a Graduate Assistant baseball coach at the 
University of North Dakota. I contacted you previously about participating in a research study I am doing 
on self-confidence, team confidence and performance in baseball.
At this point in time I suspect it’s the some time near the beginning of the season for all of you and time for 
our first data collection. Enclosed in this package are:
13. Consent forms for everyone to sign
14. Background information sheet for athletes
15. Self-confidence questionnaire
16. Hitting self-confidence questionnaire
17. General team confidence questionnaire
18. Specific team confidence questionnaire
For the athlete: please complete the consent form, background information sheet, and the self- 
confidence questionnaire, hitting self-confidence questionnaire, general team confidence questionnaire, 
and specific team confidence questionnaire.
I have included 16 “packets” of questionnaires; each position nlaver gets one packet to complete. Do not 
add red shirt Freshman or pitchers in this study. The packet contains one each of the 4 questionnaires but 
the order is randomly determined (meaning some athletes will complete a self-confidence questionnaire 
first, others will complete a team confidence questionnaire first and so on). Each athlete should complete 
all of the questionnaires listed above.
The questionnaires can be filled out in less than 10 minutes and I suggest doing them a day before a game.
I will use your individual and team performance statistics for 2 weeks following the date you complete 
these questionnaires. My intent is to have at least 2 games of individual and team performance data to use 
in our study.
If you have any questions, please contact me by phone (701 777- 2352), by mail (address below) or by 
email rsturml l@yahoo.com
Thanks for all your help you can give me, and Good Luck with your season!
Ryan Sturm
Graduate Assistant Baseball
Department of Physical Education and Exercise Science 
University of North Dakota 
Box 8235
Grand Forks, North Dakota 58203
Phone (701)777 4325 
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